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SUMARY ARD TMPLICATIUND

There is a natural coacern throughout the Favy with the identi-
Pication and uvtilization of ilszadership quelities. This is & veport on two
provliens relzted to leadership, First, huw independent of personal friend-
gship are estimates of leadership? Secondly, we wish to kinow the relation-
ship vetween leadership characterigtics znd those characteristics which
would make 2 man a8 good group member capeble of foXlowing a lesder. Are
the qualities vhich make for good leedership compatible or incompatible with
the qualilles which constitute good followership?

Ths best availzmle technigue for the messuzement of leadership
qualities is the posr nomjuation motbod. Typically, each member of a group
iz agked to nominate the thiree membors of his group whom he comsiders most
capablze ¢f leadership and the three members whom he conziders least czpeble
of leadership. A manss "leadership score® ie determined by the nuwgber of
positive nominations from the grouwy ke obtains in contrsest o regetive nomi-
mations. Using thir technique, estimates of individual leadership quelities
were obtained {u six seclions of approximately 30 Faval Cedets each, A '
total of 187 leadership ratings were obtained, In addition, nomivatious
ware obtained for "high" axd "low" followership capscity. Eazch member of
the gection was asked to assume he wag a leader of a millitary miszsion and
to nominate three mewbars whom he would prefer as wombuwrs of the group and
the three he would least prefer. These were called followership ratings.
Pinally, each noasinator listed his three bhest friemis ia the cection.

The results of our anaiysls of the relationships among these
meaguces yleld certain clear-cut csnclugions, Teadsrshlp estimates axe to
a considerable extent indevendent of friendship. In otber words, the basisp
on vhich an individual nominates someone as baing "high” or "low" on lesdere
ship is not neceesarily detormined by his frierdshin with the 1rdividual
being rated. For examles, Lh¢ of the msn listed s friends by the nomi-
nators were not nominated as ons of the three ‘highast” on leadersiip.

In regard to followe.ship, there was an extremely high relationship
between the leadership nominatiuns and th: individuals chosen as good
followers. If an indlviausl wes aominated &8 2 lesder by an individuel,it
wag most likely thal he would bs nominated as ome who was desired as e meuber
or follower in the group. This is to sey tiat those perple whom people would
choose 10 L3 their leader they wonld also choiyz to be followera if thay
thorealves wers leaders.

In regerd to this iatter find. iz 1t eppesrs that the nan capable

of being a leader 1~ also comsidered capable of belng a goced gruup member

or of following e l.ader. .his makes sgence in our pvesent structured insti.
tution in which a man mist not only lead his group but be capsblie of follows
ing directions from lseders higher in the hierarchy. This makes owr task of
celaction more difficult in that you cannot aspuzs that thogs wio are not
"high" on leadersiip will maks good followers., Hovever, our task is wore
clearly defined,






IRTRODUCTION

02 the verious techniques which nave emerged from recent goelal
reseerch, those Tourded in scciometric nominations or retings have proved
to be among the most useful. During the last years, several studies (1,2,
3,7.8) have demonstrated the validity of such measures against various
perfermance criterie. In a very tangivle sense, this litersture docvments
the effesctivencss of group opinion in making predictions about individusl
grown wanbers, particularly with regerd to lesdersiip. Empirically, then,
the techniques of eveluation by peers have gained substantial support.

This paper concerans itself with two problems of some import to
the iaterpretation of peer nominztions. One of these is the "followership®
iasue, that is, the interpretation which may be drawn .vom leadershiy nomie
nation data with regard to characteristics of follovexrship., A rather popu-
lar position congiders that individvals nominated "low" or disrogarded on
leadership nominstions constitute a followership group. This view rests on
the assumption that leadership and followership £all at opposite poles of
a status combtimum, An alternative position, however, which rskes no
assumption, might hypothesize this "nonr-leader” group to be neither desirable
ag leaders nor desirable as followera. Thus, 7t is probable that within
given institutional structures, leadership and followsrship qualities ars
intexdependent, To determine whether this is true; ingofar as peer nomi-
rations may reveal suck relationships, is our first problem,

A gecond issus with which we are concerned is the lingering doubt
that peer nominmtions reprecent much more than a "popularity contest.”
Hera, the critic asks, in effect: ere leadership nominutions eo rmuch e
function of "relevant” factors es they are a consequance of sheer popularity,
i.2., considerations of friendship? At leact one respopse to this question
has beer presented by Wherry and Fryer (7). Reporting on their research
at the Signal Corps Cfficer Candidate School, they contend that peer ratings
on leadership yield superior predictions of performance and hence constitute
somathing beyond, or divorced from popularity as such, Their cace is sube
ptantiated by analyses egainst criteria external to the ratings, with
corclugsions drawn inferentially from the obtainsd relationships, This is
souxd evidsace, but only in one aspact, The fuct remains that the qualities
of popularity or friendlincss detexmining ratings in one area may well be
the comnon determinant of success in later performance., Complemsntary date
drawvn from a wore direct spproach to this question would appeax to be re-

quired,

In this approach, we gholl treat these problems of followership,
lecodorshiy acd friendiship together for seversl reasons. ¥First, thore is
the iuterest in any differentiel effect that friendship may play in leader-
ship and followsrship choices. Second, and psrheps mnore eritically, there
is the realization taat if e relationship were to be found between leader~
shiy and followership, it wowld o dosirobls to kuow ibs extent to vhich
this was a function of common charactaristics rathar than marely a choiar.
of friends for coswon roles, The ultimato ain 16 to provide e somnwhet m ¢
cooplete view of ths meaning of peer rondnations.



FROBLEM

Simply put, ik:z purpose of the present study is to define mors
clearly the interrelati n-lips among soclometrically derived measures of
leadership, followershl. and Triendship. Two typlcel questions of a general
nature to he studled c.e these:

1. In vhat way, and to vhet degree is Pollowership related to
leadersidp?

2. In w4 way, ané to vhat degree, is DTriendship rela:i:ed
leadership, and he - flces thie compere with the relationship, if any, between
friecdship and fo . owership?

SURJRCTS AND PrOCEDURE

The g8.;le consisted of 187 Naval Avialion Calets representing
eight sections ; 'aduating from a 15 week pre-flight training course ab
Pensacole in ¢1. all of 1953. The ckaracterictlc "0CS-type” regimen to
wvhich the cadet . are exposed tends to bring about strong in-group affilie
ations withi» * '+ gsections. By the end of the pre~fiight courge, it is
reasonable v6  wect that each of the cadets has had an opportunity to ob-
gorve his sect.. ae-mates under a variety of comditions. With regard to
backgrourd;, 1 night be noted %Loo that all the cadets have had & minimun
of two ysars t collaege or ite squivaleat and have s mean age slightly in
excess of 21,

Dir ng Ats lest wesk of traininmg, each ssction was asked to
complete tarcs sociometric ncmination forms; the first two of these wore
on lesdershlp and followership, the third on friemdship. In the case of the
leederahipy and followership forms, the cedst was instructed on the shaet vo
sasume thet w» wes assigned to "e spscial military writ with anm undisclosed
rission,” ¥For leadexship, he vas asked to nominate im order three cedsts
from bin sechion whom he considered best qualifisd {“=igh") to lead this
speeial ottt and three cadetes from his sgection whom b comsidered least
qualifi- ("low“') On the followership form. a simil.r set was prosented
vith the insiruction that the cedet aszwms that he hi.relf had been assigned
te the lendersidp of this special unit; from amovg I+ section-mates, he was
egked to nominete thres cadets whom he would want ag rart of his unit end
three whom he wvould not want, Both forms stressed ti. .. codets wore to be
zolected in terms of the abilities which the nominabor considered to be
iwportemt for these roles, The third form soiicited the nswes of three
sedets whom the nomimator comsidered *+o be his best friemde, within his
sectloa,

Scoran on e lesdarship and followsrship varieblos vare derived
by velghting positive nomlmetions +3, +2,and +1, ard nagative uominsticns
«ly 2,008 «3, An algabmic pumsstion of thage wolghts was then divided b
by potentivl muber of nominstors in the section, for eny oms man (W - 1),
thas ylelding en index of e codot’s standing rom +3 0 <3 on bath the
leedorship ead Tollowership mmmm Prienvchiy rominations were treated
by w slmple swmation of a eotet’s pontustions divided by I = %; in this

]
)



instence, no simms were imvolved since only positive nomdnsiicne were obe
teinsd,

ARALYSES AND EESWIAS

The split~-half relisbilitles secured for the three scores, uging
add-even nominators (¥ = 104), were s follows: leadership, .S4; follower-
ship, .91; friendship, .41, The r’s reported have been corrected by the
Spearman-Brown prophecy formula.,

The findings of correlational analysls are presented in Tabie I.
The iutercorrelations of the three socliometric varisbles will be seen to
reach a significant confidence ievel, with the coefficient betireen lecderw
ship and followersnip (r = .92) attaining the highest magnitude of the
three, Tie corelation of 47 between leadership and fiendship is in accord
with relationshipa of a simiisr magnitude obtaired between lesdership and
popalarity in previous studies reviewed by Stogdill (6, p. 59). To dee
teymine the dignificance of the difference batween the threa combinstions
of pailrsd correlations, the t test was applied. Cocaputetion of tho
standard error of the difference was accomplished theough a technique suge
gosted by Pestman (b, p. 420) which allows for depenient sawples with one
array in comon., As icated, all of these differentes are significant
beyond tha .0l level,with the cbtained megnitudes indicating that friendship
contrivutes relatively less welght tc leadership than it does to follower-
ship, A partial r calculated between leadership end followership, with
frierdship held constent, yields a coefficient of .90. Tha effect of frieni-
ship on the bagic leadership-followership relationship appeare to be reglie-
givls, therefore,

8ince the nomination scores were group-derived, with weigntings
introduced which might serve to obscure personal interactions, two additionsal
enalyses were complsted with direct utilization of imdividual choice-response
patterns. These are summarized in Tables IT and IIT., In Table I1,consider=
ation i3 given the disposition of a nowminator’s three "high" and three "low"
leadership choices, so far as his nominations for followership are concerned.
The analysis questions whether a nominator temds to choose his "high" leader-
ship nominces zs "high" on followarship, and whether tha reverse holds true
a8 well, Recding across the top row, the mean in eac® cell represents %he
maan mmber of all the nominators? three "high" leadsrship choices vho were
choson “high" or "low" or nct mautioned on followership, fTue sum of these
moans scross will equal 3.00. Consider, as an fllustration, the first cell;
the msan of .67 indicates that this mumber, out of three "high" leadership
noninses, wvere nomireted -- on the eversge -- as "high" on followerchip.
An alternative way of viewing thess date is in percentage form., In the
Tirst cell, chen, 364 (1.67/3.00% o nominailions ave vepresemted. ™a
bottom row presents the ident’csl . »wly .. for those nominated "low” on
leadership, FHere, as might be o ui~., 664, the trend of msan size is re-
versed, raflecting the higl: corvelzaiions between leadership and followership,

An analvsis aimiler to the previous ows is presented in Table IIX,
Ta2 focus of attention here 1s on the disposition of friends within leader-



ship and foll~wership nomination categories. Specificelly, consideration
has been given to the mesn mumber of the nominators” feiends who ave nomi-
nated, on the aversge, as “high” or "low" or not at &ll on leedership, in
the top wow, and on followership; in the bottom row. Prom ke Lirst twe
top ceils ib Wil be ncted thal, of The three friends, au average of .83

of them are nominated "high” on lesdership while 2.1l of therm are disre~
garded in these noulnatlons. This steands in contrast to the adjacent bottom
cells where means of 1,33 and 1,63 friends are nominated "nigh" on follower-
ghip or disregarded. These mesns, of course, may be simply transformsd to
nercentages as indicated for Table II. This over-sll pattern highlights
tha fact that an average of more than two out of three friends are dig-
regarded on leedership nominatious; so far as followership nominsticns are
concernad, no such marked tendency evidences itseif. The t values computed
vertically establish the significant diffexr.ucess in disposition of friends
between esdership and followership nominations for the "high" or not
mentioned categories.

DISCUSSION

With respect to the fundamental questions underlying this inveeti-
gation,the results indicate, first, that leodership and followership nomi.
nations are intimately related in a positive direction. The implication of
this finding is that the more desired followers tend to be et the upper
extremes of the leadership distribution; a corollary of this would be that
those vho 2.8 low or disregarded on lesdership nomination are not viewed
as desirable Jollowers.

The second major finding is that leadsrship and followership
noninations are, in a considerable extent, independent of ths frisadship
choive of the mominstors. This finding terds to substantiate the fret that
peer nominetions e @ not mere "popularity contesis,” but represent, at
least for the variables of this study, evaluations of the individual’s
potential for performance lndependent of the dimension of friemdship.

In discussion of the relatively high correspondence between leader-
ship and Pollowsrship, “he crux of the matter lies, of course, ir our dsfie-
nition of followershiy. The verm may be broadly spproached from the view.
point of the leader or that of the led, i.e., the followers. In other words,
the followers may be evaluated on their capacity as followers or their
willingr2ss to be followers. One may adopt either or both views. We have
chosen to view followership ag it is Judged from the leadership standpoint,
We have made this cholee for two reoasons: f£irsi, the reality of institution-
al demands and, second, the nature of the soclometric process and its
established valldity. A composite of followership nomination: from potential
lgaders -~ followership as viewsd by all group members acting as a leader --
precents a8 reasonsbly satisfactory picture of this kind of foilowership. As
it emergze hors, then, our definition of followership is the extent to which
an individual is desired by potential leaders of a group functioning within
a circumseribsd institutional context,



In keeping with this line of thinking, an additional analysis was
conducted to deternine whether individuals chosen "high" on leadership
differed essentially in their cholce of followers from individuels chosen
"ow® on leadership., By correlating the followership scares derived from
nominations made by individusls in the ¢top half of the leadership continuum
with followership scores derived from nomlnoations made by Individusls in the
lowsr hel? of the leadership continuum, it was found thet the leadership
status factor made little difference in tha selection of followers; the
correlation between the folinmwership scores obteined independently from
these two nominator groups was .82, Noting that ths split-half reliebility
i & corralation between two sets of followership scores obtained inde-~
pendently of the leedership status of those making neminations, this r of
.52 accords woll with fullewership’s uncorrected relisbility of .83,

The finding that good leaders are also judged as good followers °
makes sense when viewed within an institutionsl framework like the militery
establishmert, The principle represented applles as well to other lusti-
tutions, however. With the increasing ccwpletity of our soclety, the role
of the institutional lsader demands somathing wore than lesping on a white
charger to gallop off in a solely self-determined direction. Typleally, he
must effectively lead his group in directions which have been assigned te
that group. Given this circumstamnce, the leader must himself be a gocd
follower oy his group may find itself destroyed or performing inefficiently
in s total organizational mission. This voint has been well elucideted in
an indugtrial study of the Pirst-line swpervisor by Pelz {5).

At & theoreticel level, ths findings suggest ons possible Durther
dimension 4o the depeription of charseteristics of o good lsader, that is,
good followsrship., While we have not defiged such characteristicr, it
appaars fruitful. to consluer the peer nomination tachniqus as havivg utility
in permitting their spacification. Whatever use wmoy be wmals of this zdded
dimension, practically, it may profitably serve as aa adjunct e leadership
date vhere such techniques as peer nominations are aimed toward the ful-
24i11ing of institutiorally prescribed leadership roles.
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TABLE 1

INTERCORRELATIONS AMONG
LRADERSHIP, FOLLOWERSHIP AND FRIENDSEIP SCORES

Correlsted Varisbles ™ P

Lezdership vs. Followership .92 < .00L

Leadership vs. Friendship oiT { 001

Followership vs. Frisndship 55 {.001
N = 157

* A significance of differences beyond the 1% level between all combinaticns
of these ccefficients was obtained,



TABLE 11

MEAB FREQUENCY CF DISTRIBUTION
OF HIGE AND LOW LEADERSHIF RRIFATIONS ON ¥OLLOWERSHIP

Followership
High Hot Mantioned! Low
=
Nominated High on | X = 1.67 T=do3l [Xa= 08|
Leedership 6= P 8= 6= Jr| EX = 3,00
Fomirated Low on X=0 =106 1Xwl,9%] _
Leadership & =0 6= ,79 6= ,79{ EX = 3,00




TABLE IIT

MEAN ASSIGIMERT OF LEALZRSHIP
AFD FOLLOWERSEIP KOMINATIOFRS FOR THE THREE FRIZRDS RIMINATED

Wgh Kot Msntiored Low

Leedership Hominasions X= B3| ¥=21 [X=.06f] _
of thres friends¥ 6= BrL{ 6= .TL 6w 24| =X = 3,00

Pollowership Bowinatioms { X =1.33] X =163 |X=.04)
of three fricnds¥® 6= B 6= .73 6= ,18| IX = 3,00

t = 6,25 t = 6,40 t = ,9 K = 186
Pw=d, 001 P<001 ?>,.05

*Bach 8, muting as a nominator; nsmss three fricnds. The top row cxemines
the mean mmber of friendship nominses nominated az “high’ on lesdership,
not mantionsd, or romdvatel as “low® oa leedership; the botioa row pressnts
the sexs analysic for followership nominations,



